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Paper 1: National .
coordination for R&D impact

This section responds to the issues paper: National coordination for R&D impact*.

What aspects of the model would
work well?

The paper rightly recognises the importance of national coordination across
Australia’s Research Development & Innovation (RD&l) system, and we are particularly
supportive of the cross-jurisdictional approach that will strengthen collaboration with
the states. However, the model presented is too narrow and too shallow. The proposed
pillars omit key areas of the economy—for example, the services sector, and is overly
weighted toward technical domains. The pillars do not adequately account for the
social, human, and regulatory contexts that are essential for successful research,
innovation, and translation.

What could be improved and how?

Foundational research and disciplinary capability

The paper underplays the role of foundational research as a critical component of
Australia’s RD&l system. It claims that Australia already has a “vibrant foundational
research base,” but provides little to substantiate or safeguard this claim. A more
forceful argument is needed for a strategic and coordinated approach to sustaining
disciplinary capability—the bedrock of knowledge generation and foundational
research. The Australian Academy of Science 2035 Report highlights significant gaps
in scientific disciplinary strength that undermine sovereign research capability. There
are parallel vulnerabilities in the humanities, where cultural and social expertise is
eroding.

Key concerns include:

» Missed opportunity for integration. With a separate paper on Foundational
Capability, this document bypasses the chance to embed foundational research
throughout the coordination framework. The objective is uplift in the RD&l system -
the role of foundational research must be explained as part of the system.

 Lack of clarity on system balance. More detail is required on what proportion of
RD&l effort should be ‘top-down’ (directed) versus ‘bottom-up’ (discipline-driven
replenishment and diversity). Without this, the system risks over-orienting to
missions and losing agility, diversity, and structural strength.

* This response is an expanded version of the Academy’s response uploaded on the SERD Issues Paper’s
website on 30 September 2025.


https://www.science.org.au/supporting-science/australian-science-australias-future-science-2035-full
https://humanities.org.au/news/australia-cant-withstand-further-cuts-to-the-humanities-civil-society-depends-on-it/
https://humanities.org.au/news/australia-cant-withstand-further-cuts-to-the-humanities-civil-society-depends-on-it/

For mission-based approaches to succeed, the SERD coordination framework must
explicitly include strategies to grow and sustain foundational research, and must
clearly delineate foundational, applied and translational research from research

adoption.
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approximated average TRL focus and lead applicant” makes significant erroneous or

selective representations:

e |tis not comparing “apples with apples”, for example, the Research Training
Program (RTP) is very different to the Australian Research Council (ARC) and

National Health and Medical Research Council (NHMRC).

 The Research Training Program (RTP) and Research Support Program (RSP) are
mislabeled as “investigator-led”. Rather they are indirect government
contributions to part of the cost of Higher Degree by Research (HDR) training

(including experimental, clinical, industry based) and to cover the costs associated

with conducting funded research (again all Higher Education Research Data

Collection (HERDC) defined research activity, not just ‘blue sky’).

o The paper should note that the ARC (only) receives approximately 6-8% of total

government expenditure on R & D.

e The paper should distinguish between what is contestable funding and what is
strategic/mission based. For example, Trailblazers are classified as “researcher-

led” but are also “mission-based” research programs.

 The graph selectively includes Publicly Funded Research Agencies (PFRAs), does

not include for example CSIRO or Defence research programs.

e The graph does not account for the Research and Development Tax Incentive

(RDTI) Scheme as a public funding scheme.
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Picking winners

The choice of five pillars—defence, health, agriculture, energy, and resources should
be well argued. For a10—30 year plan, it is inconceivable that these pillars alone will
remain sufficient to ensure Australia’s economic competitiveness. Alongside the
pillars, green-shoots and high-risk/high-reward areas should be profiled as potential
emerging priorities (echoing the ARC's recent reforms).

Evidence from the broader economy strengthens this case. The ATO's September 2024
report confirms that “Professional, Scientific and Technical Services” is the growth
sector for business R&D investment, accounting for 43% of R&D Tax Credit claimants
and 53% of reported spending. The current pillars do not capture this dynamism.

To build a more adaptive framework, the strategy should:
 Justify the choice of pillars with evidence and long-term rationale.
« Profile emergent areas with potential to scale (e.g., the creative industries, which
can mobilise tri-sector partnerships).
o Explicitly articulate how foundational disciplines will be grown and sustained
across the system.

Creating economic and social outcomes

The paper buries the lead on social outcomes — which should be central to
Australia’s vision for public investment in R&D (from government and publicly
funded university sector). The paper cites research co-authored by Mariana
Mazzucato, who advocates for mission-oriented policies and ‘Grand Challenges’ to
tackle major global issues, such as climate change or public health crises, which are
deeply rooted in societal values and human concerns. This requires research to
ensure a deeper understanding of human needs and aspirations, and the efforts
required for social and behavioural change.

There needs to be recognition that mission-based research will deliver outcomes
beyond economic turn-over and private profit, and that the most effective programs
build in societal goals (see ‘Guidelines on how to successfully design and implement,
mission-oriented research programmes’, funded by EU Horizon 2020 Research [1]): e.g.
better work conditions; improved health and reduced social welfare dependence;
regional stability and domestic security.

The Role of the Humanities, Arts and Social Sciences (HASS) in national missions
HASS disciplines are indispensable for understanding societal needs, anticipating risks,
and identifying opportunities for public benefit. Their systematic integration into
research and innovation is essential for addressing complex global challenges,
supporting community resilience, and ensuring alignment with national policy
objectives.

[1] kénig, T. (2019). Social sciences and humanities research matters: Guidelines on how to successfully
design, and implement, mission-oriented research programmes (Austrian Presidency of the Council of
the European Union Conference on ‘Impacts of Social Sciences and Humanities for a European Research
Agenda - Valuation of SSH in Mission-Oriented Research’). https://doi.org/10.22163/fteval.2019.305
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This is especially critical in areas of large-scale transformation—climate change
adaptation, public health preparedness, and digital transition—where technical
solutions alone are insufficient. There are some good examples of smaller-scale
interdisciplinary research programs in Australia that bring together HASS theory and
methodology, emerging technologies and social, governmental and industry end
users that show how this can work, such as the Enabling Openness in Australian
Stem Cell Research (EOAR), the ARC Centre of Excellence for Automated Decision-
Making and Society (ADM+S) and the ARC Centre for Excellence in Plants for Space
(plants4space).

As we show below, international research mission programs recognise the
importance of bringing deep humanities and social science research capability into
the core capabilities for mission based national research programs.

National capability and current gaps

In Australia, HASS expertise is the bedrock of the nation’s social and cultural capability.
Despite strong representation in the research workforce and research training pipeline
this capability remains poorly recognised and insufficiently leveraged by policy-
makers and industry stakeholders. Unlike STEM fields, cultural and social expertise
lacks Commonwealth (and State) Portfolio advocates/anchors (think of the role
DISR/DST/Chief Scientist all play in supporting and incentivising STEM RD&l). This
leaves a critical dimension of sovereign capability underdeveloped, vulnerable to
disinvestment and potentially under-represented in the governance structure across
agencies overseeing the proposed missions.

With a sole focus on Technology Readiness Levels (TRLs) the mission-based
approach in the paper does not yet adequately address social/human contexts and
outcomes of innovation. The parts of the model addressing ‘social’, ‘cultural’ and
‘Indigenous’ or ‘First Nations’ inputs and outcomes does not have as clear a logic or
urgency as the economic and productivity agenda.

We suggest the inclusion of social, cultural, and ethical sub-goals, to ensure the
nation utilises HASS expertise to address the human dimensions of innovation,
technology adoption and policy reform. Essential translational outputs include
policies, standards, curricula, behavioural change, creative works etc. Investment and
evaluation frameworks should be expanded to include Policy Readiness Levels
(PRL)/social Readiness Levels (SRL) [2], and recognise outputs like legislative change,
national guidelines, cultural data assets, and community capability as fundable
milestones. PRLs and SRLs create the necessary conditions for industry and societal
engagement in parallel with development of technological capability.

The paper emphasises coordination of government priorities, PFRAs and university
research, in the hope of engaging industry investment and uptake, with less visible
attention given to understanding and addressing the reasons for social attitudes that
impede the development and adoption of Australian research including why
Australian industry does not invest more into research and development or
commercialisation of research.

[2] Policy Readiness Levels (PRLs) assess how ready a policy or regulatory approach is for implementation, while Social
Readiness Levels (SRLs) gauge the degree of social acceptance, ethical alignment, and stakeholder engagement needed
to support successful adoption of an innovation.


https://www.eoar.com.au/team
https://www.admscentre.org.au/
https://plants4space.com/
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International precedents
Internationally, HASS integration is recognised as essential to mission success:

e The European Union’s Horizon Europe programme mandates Social Sciences and
Humanities (SSH) integration across all missions, ensuring cultural, behavioural,
and ethical dimensions are embedded in research and innovation.

« In the United States, agencies such as DARPA and NIH routinely embed HASS
expertise to address adoption, governance, and societal impact of technological
advances.

e The OECD has also emphasised the role of HASS in mission-oriented innovation
policies, highlighting that societal challenges cannot be met by STEM alone.

Policy implications
To realise the full potential of a mission-oriented research agenda, social and cultural
expertise must be explicitly embedded in Australia’s national missions. This requires:
e Recognition of cultural and social expertise, including Indigenous knowledges as a
sovereign capability;
e Creation of formal roles and mechanisms within agencies and governing bodies to
stimulate the contribution of HASS research to missions;
e Development of measurable social, cultural, and ethical sub-goals within each
mission pillar;
¢ Dedicated investment in HASS research infrastructure and workforce pathways.

International approaches

Below are international approaches to mission-based research, which include
provisions to ensure essential cultural and social capabilities are part of a nationally
coordinated picture.

Mandatory integration rules
¢ Mechanism: Require all mission projects to include HASS expertise from design to
evaluation.
¢ International precedent:
o EU Horizon Europe: Proposals must include HASS (SSH), and participation is
monitored.

» European Commission SSH Integration
= EASSH Position Paper, 2024



https://sshcentre.eu/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/02-Strengthening-the-integration-of-Social-Sciences-and-Humanities-SSH-in-the-Horizon-Europe-Partnerships.pdf
https://sshcentre.eu/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/02-Strengthening-the-integration-of-Social-Sciences-and-Humanities-SSH-in-the-Horizon-Europe-Partnerships.pdf
https://www.darpa.mil/news/dso-social-systems?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://obssr.od.nih.gov/about/obssr-timeline?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://oecd-opsi.org/publications/facets-mission/
https://oecd-opsi.org/publications/facets-mission/
https://research-and-innovation.ec.europa.eu/research-area/social-sciences-and-humanities/ssh-integration_en
https://eassh.eu/Position-Papers/Monitoring%20SSH%20integration%20still%20matters_April2024.pdf
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Advisory and oversight structures
e Mechanism: Establish a HASS Advisory Panel inside mission governance bodies.
« International precedent:
o EU Missions Boards include social scientists, ethicists, and citizens alongside
scientists and industry.

Evaluation metrics beyond STEM outputs
¢ Mechanism: Missions must track not only patents/papers but also systemic
change indicators: behaviour, trust, equity, cultural participation, Indigenous
benefit.
« International precedent:
o OECD Guidance on Mission Evaluation: Recommmends developmental
evaluation and system indicators.
o DARPA Explainable Al (XAl): Evaluation criteria included human trust and
usability, not just algorithmic performance.
= DARPA XAl Program

Dedicated budget lines
¢ Mechanism: Allocate a fixed share of mission funding to HASS-led components
(e.g., social licence, community adoption, ethical governance, communication).
* International precedent:
o EU Missions monitoring reports track SSH budget shares; calls explicitly fund
sociology, anthropology, law, ethics.
= SSH Centre Milestone Achievement

Co-Leadership roles for HASS scholars
e Mechanism: Require that at least one work package or mission consortium is co-
led by a HASS partner.
« International precedent:

o UK Industrial Strategy “Ageing Society” Challenge: Funded consortia with
sociologists, ethicists, and urban planners as co-leads on adoption and
ageing-in-place.

= UK Research & Innovation “Ageing_Society” Challenge reports.

Demand-side funding for social adoption
« Mechanism: Recognise that uptake is often social/cultural, not technical—fund
behavioural trials, communication strategies, and community codesign.
* International precedent:
o Finland’s Mission Zero Food Waste: Anthropologists and designers helped
reconfigure household practices and packaging norms.
= Ref: Social Circular Food Webs project.

Indigenous and local knowledge sovereignty
e Mechanism: Require missions to include Indigenous governance, data sovereignty
protocols, and cross-cultural research design.
e International precedent:
o New Zealand National Climate Missions: Embed Mdori knowledge frameworks
in climate and land-use missions.
o Canada SSHRC “Imagining Canada’s Future”: Positions Indigenous
knowledges as national foresight assets.



https://research-innovation-community.ec.europa.eu/events/4jD1h3248qxEnEKzoHXVG9/overview
https://www.darpa.mil/research/programs/explainable-artificial-intelligence
https://sshcentre.eu/integration-of-ssh-in-eu-ri-policy-initiatives-a-milestone-achievement-by-ssh-centre/
https://www.ageing-sbdrp.co.uk/about-us/
https://www.xamk.fi/en/project/social-circular-food-webs-socially-inclusive-circular-solutions-for-food-waste-prevention/
https://deepsouthchallenge.co.nz/climate-change-and-matauranga-maori/
https://sshrc-crsh.canada.ca/en/about-sshrc/programs-priorities-initiatives/imagining-canadas-future.aspx
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Paper 2: Scaling the system

This section responds to the issues paper: Scaling the system.

What aspects of the framework would
work well?

The Scaling the System paper’'s emphasis on business priorities—such as creating high
value jobs, lifting productivity, and driving economic growth—is a positive foundation.
These objectives are necessary to strengthen Australia’s innovation system, and they
provide a clear focus for reform. At the same time, there is an opportunity to deepen
the framework by more explicitly embedding social outcomes, ensuring that the
benefits of innovation extend across society and align with Strategic Examination of
Research & Development (SERD’s) broader goals of resilience and inclusivity.

The recognition that Research, Development and Innovation (RD&I) impact can
emerge from any business, sector, or community highlights the importance of a
genuinely system-wide design, not just a narrow focus on established industries or
known strengths. By extending support to green-shoots and emerging industries, the
framework can capture unexpected opportunities and build resilience into the system.

We see value in focusing on startup creation and growth pathways and proof-of-
concept grants to drive change and creativity in the system.

What could be improved and how?

The framework is heavily business-focused and does not clearly connect to SERD’s
overarching purpose of enhancing resilience and societal outcomes. Job creation and
productivity gains will not automatically deliver fairness. The last major push for
innovation under the Turnbull government in 2017 triggered a strong public backlash
where innovation policies were perceived as bypassing ordinary Australians, with
government rhetoric appearing disconnected from concerns about job security and
economic disruption.

Recommendations:
» Reframe innovation as a public good ‘for all Australians’—and embed explicit
measures for equity, social cohesion, and resilience.
» Align with Jobs and Skills Australia, address distributional equity, and highlight
innovation’s role in safeguarding livelihoods.
* Integrate HASS - the proposed framework is technocratic and light on cultural,
ethical, and behavioural dimensions.
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e Require multidisciplinary mission design, adopt Policy and Social Readiness Levels
(PRLs and SRLs) alongside Technology Readiness Levels (TRLs), and fund HASS-
STEM collaborations to ensure uptake and legitimacy.

¢ Given the dominance of Small and Medium Enterprises (SMEs) in Australia’s
economy, there is a need for a national strategy for SME uplift and Al adoption.
Businesses with a GST turnover under $10 million are no longer required to report
exports on their Business Activity Statement (as noted on pages 8 and 9)—an
example of the structural challenges SMEs face in being visible and supported.
Lessons from the Creative Industries Innovation Centre (2009-2015) show that
turnover thresholds for accessing tailored business advisory services had to be
lowered to reach the ideal client base. Many SMEs struggled with export assistance,
lacked cashflow reserves, and were unable to effectively engage with programs
like the Research & Development Tax Incentive (RDTI). Without targeted design,
these enterprises will remain locked out of RD&l opportunities.

Priority setting

The rationale for the five pillars is not robustly argued, and greater consideration is
needed of potential perverse consequences. There is a need for rigorous priority-
setting processes, together with robust methods for identifying interdependencies
and testing assumptions.

Recommendations
e Employ robust foresight and back-casting to map risks and interdependencies;
establish a second tier of “green-shoots” industries.
e Sectoral and cluster approaches - the framework lacks sector-specific
diagnostics.
 Adopt cluster/precinct models (akin to UK schemes), with Commonwealth
coordination of state initiatives, especially in creative industries.

Skills pipeline

OECD statistics on Australia’s position in entrepreneurial activity and the high
proportion of R&D undertaken in universities are frequently cited, but the key question
is what constitutes an achievable and realistic target for the proportion of R&D
personnel working in industry. The framework also lacks an innovative plan for
bringing together HASS and STEM in creative collaboration—both at the
undergraduate level and within HDR research training.
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Paper 3: RD&l incentives

This section responds to the issues paper: RD&l incentives.

Which of our proposals will work well?

We applaud the panel for proposing reforms to the R&D Tax Incentive (RDTI).
Simplifying and strengthening the scheme is an important step, and the recognition of
its shortcomings demonstrates the panel’s responsiveness to sector concerns. The
proposal for a three-pronged approach to start-ups, SMEs, and large businesses is a
useful framework for tailoring support across different stages of maturity, even if its
current design leans too heavily on the RDTI.

We particularly welcome the paper’s support for “novel and transformational R&D
endeavours, with incentives at all levels of the technology readiness spectrum,
spanning basic to applied research,” and for “agnostic support for varying degrees of
R&D ambition.” These statements signal a willingness to move beyond narrow
definitions of innovation and to embrace a more expansive understanding of how
breakthroughs can occur.

We are also encouraged by the SERD Panel’s 31 July update, which reflected the
Academy’s position that the current definition of R&D is too narrow. Broadening this
definition to capture social innovation, the arts, humanities, service-based sectors,
and cultural industries will better reflect the diversity of Australia’s innovation
ecosystem. Submissions from UNSW'’s Centre for Social Impact and the Academy itself
underscore the importance of including social enterprises and cultural innovation.

Finally, we commend the paper’s recognition of public sector-led innovation.
Positioning government as an exemplar of mission-based innovation is ambitious and
aligns with Mariana Mazzucato’s arguments that government must play a leading role.
This represents a potential turning point in reshaping Australia’s innovation culture.

What should be improved and how?

While RDTI reform is necessary, we are not convinced it will be sufficient to stimulate
the cultural change needed in Australia’s RD&l system. Relying too heavily on the RDTI
risks repeating past approaches that have failed to significantly shift innovation
performance. Broader stimulus measures—such as direct grants, proof-of-concept
funding, challenge programs, and cluster-based initiatives—should complement tax
reform, as outlined in our earlier submissions.

The three-pronged model for start-ups, SMEs, and large businesses is promising, but
its current configuration is over-reliant on RDTI. SMEs, in particular often lack the
capacity to benefit from tax-based incentives and need more tailored support,
advisory access, and lower barriers to entry. Without this, the model risks reinforcing
the advantages of firms already active in R&D.
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Finally, while we congratulate SERD on its ambition to highlight government as an
exemplar of mission-based innovation, we stress that this moment must be seized to
shift how innovation is viewed by the public. The Turnbull government'’s “ideas boom”
demonstrated the risks of framing innovation as abstract and elite-driven. If
innovation is to gain public support, it must be communicated and incentivised as
inclusive, practical, and directed toward resilience, fairness, and livelihoods for all
Australians.
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Paper 5: Foundational
resedadrch

This section responds to the issues paper: Foundational research.

Which of our proposals will work well?

Recognition of foundational research as a pillar of the RD&I system

The paper rightly identifies foundational (or curiosity-led) research as essential to
Australia’s innovation system—powering the knowledge base, equipping the
workforce, and sustaining disciplinary capability. The proposal to protect and
strengthen foundational research through sustainable funding models is strongly
supported. The suggested mechanism of linking Australian Research Council (ARC)
growth to long-run Gross Domestic Product (GDP) rather than Consumer Price Index
(CPI) provides a welcome move toward long-term sustainability. We query the basis
for ensuring a minimum share of National Competitive Grants Program (NCGP) for 5-
year grants (this would only be Centres of Excellence in the current proposed model).

Call for better indirect cost support and simplification of funding processes

We endorse the proposal to increase indirect Research Block Grant (RBG) funding in
line with increases in competitive grants and to simplify grant application and
management processes. These are longstanding structural challenges in the research
funding system that have eroded the financial viability of universities and increased
administrative burden. The paper’s focus on lowering overheads and simplifying grant
management (for example, transfers, partner changes, and carry-over approvals) is
both timely and necessary.

Recognition of the need for diverse research careers and PhD pathways

The proposal to broaden research training and diversify career pathways aligns with
current efforts to strengthen research—industry collaboration and build workforce
capability beyond academia (there are models in place that have only been running
3-4 years, so perhaps too soon to assess). The emphasis on research training to
support diverse career pathways is valuable, provided it does not come at the
expense of deep disciplinary training. Flexibility in design and recognition of non-STEM
research training contributions, in the Humanities, Arts and Social Sciences are
essential to successful research adoption.

Support for long-term national research infrastructure
The commitment to secure long-term funding for national research infrastructure—

including data, computing, and digital innovation—will be critical to sustaining
Australia’s research capacity.
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The recognition that National Collaborative Research Infrastructure Scheme (NCRIS)
has demonstrated significant economic returns (estimated $7.50 per $1invested)
provides a strong evidence base for continued investment. We would like to see the
proposal comment on current NCRIS road mapping process and analyse limitations of
this effort. The NCRIS process generally overlooks a sustained approach to
strengthening our national knowledge record and material culture, entrusted in
galleries, museums, collections, archives and libraries in both digital and material
form. These collections are core research infrastructure and knowledge repositories
that contain unmapped resources and unmet potential — including realising potential
to promote Indigenous data sovereignty and cultural ownership.

What could be improved and how?

Clarify the definition and scope of ‘foundational research’

The paper blurs foundational research and applied mechanisms such as the Medical
Research Future Fund (MRFF), which supports higher technology readiness research and
should not be treated as a proxy for foundational research funding. SERD should clearly
distinguish between discovery-driven research (ARC, National Health and Medical
Research (NHMRC) Investigator Grants) and translational or mission-oriented research
- MRFF and Cooperative Research Centres (CRCs).

Address the structural funding gap

The analysis overlooks how indirect funding through the Research Support Program
(RSP) is distributed across all Higher Education Research Data Collection (HERDC)
categories, diluting support for ARC and NHMRC projects. This paper fails to attend to
the rapid growth of the MRFF. The MRFF is now a much larger pool than the ARC, so the
amount of indirect funding that a university receives for an ARC grant of equivalent size
is effectively halved. While MRFF is still partially curiosity/investigator led research it
requires a path to clinical adoption. MRFF does not fund foundational research.

Recommendation:
Require the MRFF to contribute to RSP or pay full costs. Link Category 1 growth to indirect
support and rebase Research Block Grant (RBG) funding to COVID-level benchmarks.

Reconsider institutional specialisation

While differentiation and scale are desirable, models that lead to ‘research-only’ or
‘teaching-only’ universities could diminish access for First Nations, regional, and low-SES
students, and weaken cross-disciplinary capability essential to mission-based
approaches. Successful translational research depends on cross-disciplinary capability
—e.g. law, ethics, sociology, communication—to close social and policy gaps. This
matter requires more analysis than allowed in the character limit and a separate
response from the Academy will follow.



Reform incentives for excellence and impact

Shifting focus from publication volume to impact is well-intentioned but simplistic.
Output growth reflects global rankings and Excellent in Research for Australia (ERA)
pressures that sustain international student demand and research cross-subsidy. The
SERD should adopt nuanced, long-term frameworks that measure economic, social,
cultural and environmental impact while retaining incentives for discovery excellence.

The paper’s proposals on commercialisation and Intellectual Property (IP) translation
are incomplete. IP reform needs to include recognition of licensing revenue, artist and
creator rights, and reinvestment models that sustain Australia’s innovation ecosystem.

We agree ARC/NHMRC/MRFF application processes should be simplified. However, the
largest administrative burdens come from Government concerns about quality and
effectiveness of university governance, reporting requirements and concerns
associated with strategic/commercial risks. We would welcome simplification and
resourcing to support these requirements as well as greater assistance from
government agencies as a whole-of-government effort to develop a coherent
approach that is proportional to risk

15
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Paper 6: Government as an
exemplar

This section responds to the issues paper: Government as an exemplar

What works well?

Recognising government as a driver of innovation

The paper rightly identifies government'’s potential to model best practice through
procurement, service innovation, and outcome-focused regulation. Embedding
research expertise—particularly from the Humanities, Arts, and Social Sciences (HASS)
—in regulatory design, implementation and evaluation will strengthen trust,
transparency, and ethical governance.

Successful Australian examples such as the Australian Council of Learned Academies
(ACOLA) reports on Generative Al (2023) and Precision Medicine (2018), and the
Australion Human Rights Commission’s Neurotech and Human Rights (2024), show the
value of anticipatory, interdisciplinary approaches to regulation.

Strengthening coordination and translation pathways

The Academy supports efforts to reduce fragmentation and improve coordination
across higher education, Publicly Funded Research Agencies (PFRAs), and
government. Structured translation pathways from Australian Research Council (ARC)
and National Health and Medical Research Council (NHMRC) early-stage research
programs into collaborative partnerships would allow discoveries to achieve greater
social, cultural, and economic benefit.

Clarifying the respective roles of universities and PFRAs, including CSIRO, will foster
collaboration over competition. The Learned Academies—through ACOLA—bring
independent, interdisciplinary foresight and should be more systematically embedded
in advisory and coordination structures.

Recognising “green shoots” and emerging sectors

Recognising governments as first customers for Australian innovation provides a
mechanism to nurture ‘green shoots’ in emerging sectors—particularly in creative
industries, professional services, and new service-delivery models. This aligns with
earlier SERD papers that left open the need for flexibility beyond the five focus pillars.

Examples such as Australia’s Care Economy CRC illustrate how collaborative
procurement can deliver system-wide innovation, while internationally, Singapore’s
Research, Innovation and Enterprise Plan demonstrates the benefits of coordinated
government adoption.



https://acola.org/rrir-generative-ai/
https://acola.org/hs2-precision-medicine-australia/
https://humanrights.gov.au/our-work/technology-and-human-rights/projects/neurotechnology-and-human-rights
https://www.careeconomycrc.com.au/
https://www.nrf.gov.sg/rie-ecosystem/ecosystem/
https://www.nrf.gov.sg/rie-ecosystem/ecosystem/
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Leveraging global strengths and creative industries

The proposals to leverage Austrade and the Future Made in Australia Front Door to
attract global investment are well founded. Australia’s strengths in cultural production,
digital innovation, and ‘createch’ industries—combining creative practice and
technology—offer a comparative advantage.

Recognition of these sectors would enhance the nation’s RD&l identity and global
competitiveness.

Measuring what matters

The commitment to outcome-focused performance frameworks is strongly supported.
Aligning with Treasury’s Measuring What Matters framework and the UN Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs) will ensure that cultural, social, and environmental
impacts are valued alongside economic ones.

What could be improved and how?

Broaden the scope of innovation

The paper remains narrowly focused on technocratic and sectoral pillars. A broader
conception of innovation—encompassing professional services, creative industries,
and public service innovation—is essential to build a holistic Research, Development
and Innovation (RD&l) system.

Governments should actively identify and grow “green shoots” beyond established
pillars through challenge-based innovation procurement and co-creation initiatives
that engage diverse communities and disciplines.

Reform procurement for societal value

Regulatory innovation should inform how government adopts and procures research.
Procurement frameworks should promote inclusiveness, accessibility, and
participation from HASS researchers and creative practitioners, ensuring that social
and cultural dimensions of innovation are integral to system design.

A culture of innovation within government must be supported through co-creation and
challenge-based procurement, including fostering engagement to anticipate and
respond to Australians’ expectations, driving experimentation in service design and
delivery.

Empower PFRAs and expand the national research base
PFRAs should be empowered to identify and cultivate new RD&lI—particularly in

professional and creative industries—through coordinated, challenge-based
procurement.
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Public GLAM institutions (galleries, libraries, archives, museums) should be recognised
as critical research infrastructure contributing to national capability and knowledge
translation, and should be required to report on their roles as stimulators of business
innovation through exemplary procurement.

Expand investment attraction beyond traditional sectors

Australia’s attraction strategies for RD&l investment remain too narrowly tied to
established sectors. The Government should explicitly include createch, design-led
innovation, and service innovation in its global promotion efforts.

Austrade and the Future Made in Australia Front Door can connect international
investors with Australia’s createch clusters, leveraging multicultural diversity and
talent pipelines as competitive strengths.

Embed government service innovation

Innovation in government’s own service delivery—policy design, regulation,
implementation and evaluation—is central to its exemplar role. Service innovation
should be recognised as a key RD& domain, fostering system-wide capability and
demonstrating better public outcomes.

Improve regulatory coordination and engagement

Regulatory coordination between Commonwealth and State governments should
include systematic international scanning and meaningful engagement with
communities.

HASS disciplines are vital in anticipating social and ethical risks and ensuring that
regulatory “sandboxes” reflect community values and lived experience—not just
compliance targets.

Evaluate outcomes holistically and longitudinally

Performance measurement should extend beyond dashboards and satellite
accounts. While satellite accounts are valuable for revealing the economic and social
contribution of sectors such as culture, research, and the environment within national
statistics, these should be complemented by longitudinal and case-based
evaluations of key innovation ecosystems.

Biennial studies tracking social, cultural, and civic outcomes can demonstrate the
public value of innovation and build wider community understanding and trust. This
includes recognising obligations to protect First Nations’ cultural heritage and
Indigenous data sovereignty, ensuring that Australia’s RD&l system serves all
communities.
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